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Attachment to Independent Case Review Report 
For CDRU # 4841 Case file # 95-255841 . 


Material Examiner: Malone (RQ1 

Remarks: 

Case resulted in a trial, testimony transcript not provided. 
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Results of Review 

File #: Item or Specimen # Reviewed: 


Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes: 


Note: Numbered comments are required below or on 
additional pages for any “No” or “Unable to Determine” Responses 


1) Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manner, based on the methods, 
protocols, and analytic techniques available at the time of the original examination^)? 

□ Yes □ No ^Unable to Determine 

2) Are the examination results set forth in the laboratory reporl(s) supported and adequately documented in 

the bench notes? □ Yes Vno 0 Unable to Determine 


Review of Testimony: 
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Attachment to Independent Case Review Report 
For CDRU U 4841 Case file # 95-255841. 


Material Examiner: Rudolph fUS) 


Remarks: 

After research it has been determined that the Laboratory worksheet 130622037) of 
Examiner Rudolph (TJS) is missing from the case file at the time of review bv the 
Independent Scientist . 

Case resulted in a trial, testimony transcript not provided. 
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Bufile # 95-255841 


I remember this case and did testify in it. There are two basic conclusions reached. One 
analysis was of material taken from two dynamite wrappers and what we found was consistent 
with dynamite. We found NG/EGDN and nitrate ion which is consistent with dynamite. The 
second conclusion was based on an analysis of the black substance found on one of the 
specimens. It physically was consistent with a DuPont Tovex sample and had MMAN in it, 
which at that time, only matched a DuPont water-gel. We could only identify that this stuff is 
DuPont’s Tovex, and it was. The reviewer inquiries why we combine two wrappers to detect 
sulfur. Actually, and I assume he knew, we did not combine the wrappers, just the material from 
them and ran one XRPD and got good results. It should be noted thai when we analyzed these 
specimens we were under the impression that only DuPont’s Tovex had MMAN as a constitent. 
Recently retired EU UC J. Christopher Ronay, now the president of the International 
Manufacturers of Explosives confirmed that during this time only DuPont was utilizing MMAN 
in their watergel/slunies. 

J^J-126 trxfctfw Oat US testified in Ihra case. tC analysis on Q17 rebates there mev 
c* mma (monomethyfamtne). How can he conclude from this analysis that i cs OuFonr 
Tovex. There are other sJumea that utilize nWtyiamtne nitrate as a wraiaer. why are 
wrappers comtjsned on XRPO to deteci *utfur7 Very questionable conduskra are Tr=s 

kase most be reviewed. Hold f3e. 
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